This article examines policy engagement by advocacy (Children's Media Foundation, Voice of the Viewer and Listener) and industry groups (Animation UK and PACT) in the UK, who became intensely involved in debates about securing a better financial basis for UK-produced children's television content as part of the yearlong process of BBC Charter review between 2015 and 2016. Pinpointing the key issues that emerged before and during the debate, the paper presents Government proposals for a contestable public service content fund separate from the BBC within the context of a) the problems that have bedeviled the funding of children's television for over a decade, and b) different stakeholder positions on both the role of the BBC, and attitudes towards contestable funding. Findings, based on a stakeholder analysis, show that discussions were shaped by the competing concerns of these four groups, who adapted their positions to present a more united front in order to inform policymaking on the funding of public service children's content. However, the narrative of policy engagement by these groups was highly contested, and confined to internal wrangling about access to public funding (i.e. the licence fee), rather than more existential issues about children's continued engagement with public service values and culture.
Industry Engagement with Policy on Public Service Television for Children: BBC Charter Review and the Public Service Content Fund
The funding of public service content for children rarely features in media policy, but emerged as a salient issue during BBC Charter Review, following publication of a UK Government Green Paper in July 2015. This consultation proposed that a "small amount of contestable funding could introduce greater diversity of providers and greater plurality in public services provision," particularly in children's programming where the BBC had "a near monopoly." 1 It went on to ask whether part of the licence fee, used to fund the BBC, should be "protected" and made represented by VLV (Voice of the Listener and Viewer), a consumer organization founded in 1984 to "promote and maintain diversity and plurality in public service broadcasting," 6 and CMF (Children's Media Foundation), a not-for-profit membership organization, established in 2012, to ensure that "UK kids have the best possible media choices, on all platforms and at all ages." 7 These four stakeholder groups constituted a key part of the policy network around children's television.
They fit John Kingdon's description of a "policy community," because they identified with "one area of policy problems" and engaged in "interactions with each other." 8 Some individuals also fit Kingdon's concept of the "policy entrepreneur," who is willing to invest "time, energy, reputation, and sometimes money -in the hope of a future return" including "policies of which they might approve, satisfaction from participation" or even "personal aggrandizement. 
Policy and Funding Issues around Public Service Media Content for Children
Over ten years the "production ecology" 12 of UK children's television has declined inexorably, reinforcing the notion that domestically produced children's television is a classic case of market failure, which cannot survive economically without regulatory intervention. providing a wide range of high quality UK children's content (at 85 percent, higher than any other "genre"). 24 Moreover, when there were false rumors about CBeebies' closure in September 2015, 130,000 individuals signed a petition, forcing the BBC to make a swift denial within days. 25 The problems afflicting children's broadcast content in the UK appeared to be more an issue for industry than parents.
Contestable Funding and Public Service Media Content for Children
The core issue for PSB children's content throughout Charter Review was the proposal for a contestable fund, and whether licence fee funding should be made available to other providers. The Government Green paper in July 2016 argued that other broadcasters provided content "with public service characteristics" and on that basis "alternative providers" could be allowed access to the licence fee, further disputing the BBC's sole claim on this funding. Children's content was highlighted as an area where the BBC had "a near monopoly," and it was suggested that, "a small amount of contestable funding could introduce greater diversity of providers and greater plurality in public services provision." 26 The issue was not presented as an industry problem, but as an issue of diversity and plurality to counter the BBC's perceived monopoly. This ignored the fact that the BBC operates in a highly competitive marketplace with global competitors, and its near monopoly of UK commissioning is the result of policy decisions (quota removal, ban on junk food advertising), which weakened demand by commercial PSBs for children's content still further. Another question asked whether licence fee funding "for certain services or programmes" should be "protected", suggesting that the Government might intervene to ring-fence parts of the BBC's budget for some content, including children's programming, 27 potentially undermining the BBC's operational independence. 28 The BBC's response was an ambitious proposal for a new online digital portal for children, iPlay, with "learning and making at its core," underscoring children's content as a crucial part of its remit, while acknowledging children's growing engagement with digital media and on demand services. 29 This proposal was overshadowed by the arguments around contestable funding. Not surprisingly the Corporation was hostile to ring-fencing, arguing that it undermined its independence, and would be determined by vested interests rather than audience needs. The Corporation was equally opposed to contestable funding, arguing that it would substitute private funding with public investment, replace commissioners by committees, be potentially bureaucratic to administer, and further erode BBC independence, particularly if the fund was financed by top-slicing the licence fee. 30 The idea of contestable funding, the establishment of a separate fund to finance public service content directly, rather than through a holistic public service institution, is not new. The idea of a PSP (public service publisher), was proposed by
Ofcom in 2005 as a way of safeguarding non-BBC public service content in an uncertain digital future, but the Government's largely broadcast-based proposals in 2015 have little in common with Ofcom's more radical concept, which was based on digital media, user participation and new forms of non-linear content. 31 The Government's proposals on contestable funding seemed to be directed more at market failure in the "existing broadcast market" than with the future of public service content. 32 Those who argue in favour of contestable funding point to the potential benefits of more diverse, better quality content, and better value for money, because competition for funding around pre-set quality criteria, may encourage more efficient outcomes and increased innovation, without the administrative burden of maintaining large public service institutions. 33 Most crucially, however, contestable funding allows private companies to benefit directly from public subsidies.
The perceived disadvantages of contestable funding include an emphasis on a narrow range of content (usually drama, factual, and children's) at the expense of the wider cultural and social returns that publicly funded public service broadcasting might be expected to deliver, particularly through the shared experience of entertainment. 34 For example, the distribution and delivery of public service content by a public service broadcasting institution can generate benefits of branding, curation, and accumulated institutional expertise, 35 features that form part of any trusted children's service. However, not all public service children's services around the world have performed well in terms of distinctive provision and popularity, with some relying too heavily on imported animation at the expense of domestic content and other genres. 36 Finally commercially-funded channels may not want to take Although the four groups held different positions on the BBC and contestable funding, there were attempts to present a united front during the consultation process in order to inform policy-making and reach a solution to the problems facing children's production, which neither regulation nor the market had hitherto
delivered. Yet in their engagement with government policy-makers during Charter
Review, there was little evidence of engagement with parents or acknowledgement that children's consumption of television has changed. The BBC had addressed this with iPlay, but the narrative of policy engagement by advocacy and industry groupings was highly contested, and confined to internal wrangling between groups about access to public funding (the licence fee), rather than more existential issues about children's continued engagement with public service values and culture.
Consumer and Public Advocacy Positions -The Children's Media Foundation (CMF) and

Voice of the Viewer and Listener (VLV)
Engaging with Charter Review the CMF offered qualified support to the BBC, but was concerned about under-provision for the over-tens, a worry that was exacerbated in September 2015, when the BBC Trust agreed to an extension of CBBC's hours from 7pm to 9pm without agreeing any additional budget, underscoring for CMF "how little attention is paid to young people between 10 and 16." 39 It argued that the long-term survival of PSB and "especially the BBC" depended on "children developing loyalty and understanding of the public service compact" or ethos, while giving young people the opportunity "to engage with content which is specifically made for them and connects them to the culture in which they live -in all its diversity." 40 The CMF welcomed iPlay as a way of engaging older children with customized online content, but was concerned about how this would be funded. 41 The underlying argument was that children were a neglected audience, an argument repeated in calls for more appropriate levels of funding from the BBC.
The VLV's submissions formed part of evidence that looked at public service broadcasting in its entirety. Unlike CMF, VLV was not critical of the BBC's commitment, supporting both the performance of BBC Children's and its future plans, but it called for children and young people to be specifically mentioned in any future BBC purpose about representing the whole of the UK population. 42 It suggested that if there was a need for "additional content of a specific type," this should be reflected in the BBC Charter, and if there was insufficient plurality of supply, as suggested by Government, then transmission quotas on commercial PSB channels should be reintroduced. 43 On funding, the CMF called for a larger BBC Children's budget with annual increases to "redress the imbalance which sees 19 percent of the UK population only receive 5 percent of the benefit of the licence fee." 44 It took care not to use the word ring-fencing in any of its submissions. Instead it asked for the BBC to voluntarily increase its children's budget by an annual set percentage, fearing that regulation would damage the overall independence of the Corporation. 45 It supported the licence fee, and opposed subscription funding, which undermined universal availability.
The CMF consistently opposed top-slicing of the licence fee to create a contestable fund, fearing that this was likely to erode the BBC's independence, its core funding, and by extension funding of children's content. 46 What was needed was "additional money" and an Alternative Fund to address market failure, accompanied by research into other funding options, "such as the lottery, levies, direct government grants, ethical advertising and corporate social responsibility sponsorship." 47 In 2009 Save Kids TV (SKTV), CMF's predecessor had called for an "alternative public service provider for Britain's children," 48 available as an on-demand, participatory, multifunctional online destination, suited to the technological changes, the CMF foresaw in the marketplace as children engaged with social media and digital content.
The VLV was clearer than the CMF about opposing ring-fencing, believing that the BBC needed to have clear control over licence fee income for the sake of its independence. Asserting that the BBC should have exclusive use of the licence fee, it stated that any government interference over how the BBC spent the licence fee was not "acceptable." 49 VLV rejected reserved funding for genres underprovided by the market, and it rejected top-slicing, because citing the words of BBC Director General, Tony Hall '"it substitutes public money for private money, it is allocated by committees rather than commissioners," and "it is subject to lobbying rather than audiences." 50 On contestable funding VLV was not opposed to an alternative fund as trailed by the CMF. However, any resources to fund this "should be additional to the licence fee," such as levies and the National Lottery, which no Government had explored fully. 51 
Industry Positions -PACT and Animation UK
As an industry body, PACT had less to say about the BBC's public service contribution to children's content than about those matters that affected its members.
The interests of its wider membership were in conflict with children's producers if the licence fee was top-sliced to fund a contestable fund. It supported children's content as "a really important part of that whole" including "British entertainment" rather than just "imported cartoons." 52 Not surprisingly it was opposed to any maintenance of in-house production guarantees for the BBC Children's department. 53 Animation UK, represented primarily by its chair, Oli Hyatt, pushed for a more radical approach, provoking tensions with other stakeholders. As a policy entrepreneur and Animation UK spokesperson, Hyatt highlighted the public service contribution to "Culture, diversity, education, citizenship," which meant that, "some programs should not have to be commercially successful to be worth making," but he argued that the BBC was failing to fund children's content adequately, funding less original content than before the introduction of digital children's channels in 2002. 54 He was at pains to point out that his argument was not with BBC Children's, but with BBC management who had "not protected" children's content, presenting himself as a lobbyist on behalf of the BBC children's department, who were unable to "express publicly the 'impossible' position that they are put in, from the cuts and costs they are asked to absorb." 55 . 57 Yet PACT was unequivocally opposed to contestable funding, stating there were "no circumstances" under which it could support top slicing of the BBC budget to fund PSB commercial children's content. 58 Pact argued that contestable funding would not "incentivize" other public broadcasters to commission more children's content, and that it was "inevitable" that a top-sliced fund would reduce funding for other PSB genres. 59 PACT was doubtful about whether commercial PSBs would match fund, and was unconvinced about alternative funding, because Lottery funds could not be used for television, and it would not accept film funds being reallocated to TV from the British Film Institute. 60 As a trade association Pact was clearly trying to balance the interests of its wider membership with those of the children's production sector, and contestable funding was not in the interests of its wider membership.
Animation UK's support of contestable funding, and focus on the BBC rather than commercial PSB failings, put it into conflict with PACT. Hyatt who came to prominence as a campaigner for animation tax credits, introduced in 2012, sought to represent the wider children's production community, drawing on his ministerial connections within DCMS. This placed him in competition with PACT. He asserted that Animation UK had been "promoting" contestable funding "for some time to bring competition to the BBC." 61 He supported ring-fencing as "the only way" to guarantee the "right amount of investment and hours of original content." 62 For
Hyatt the BBC could choose to fund content "proportionally to adults," or it could be "forced to do it with ring fencing," because producers like him were "lucky" to get £800,000-£1m from the BBC for a £5m animation project, and were still short even after tax credits and pre-sales. 63 It should be noted that the BBC, has rarely commissioned or fully-funded animation (unlike children's drama or factual programming), acquiring it instead and expecting producers to secure funding from pre-sales and tax credits, because of animation's wider international appeal. 64 Hyatt was adamant that top slicing should not come at the expense of BBC Children's, but by suggesting that he was prepared to accept "raiding" the BBC's budgets, he was in conflict with PACT, which wanted to protect BBC budgets for all its members, and with the CMF and VLV, who regarded top-slicing as a threat to the BBC's independence. 65 Hyatt rejected top-slicing of the BBC's children's budget, but did not reject top-slicing the BBC's overall budget, "by paring down those BBC programmes that cannot be considered part of its core remit." 66 With this assertion, Hyatt, in keeping with the general thrust of the Government's Green Paper, appeared to be supporting a smaller BBC with a more focused remit that benefited children's content at the expense of popular content targeted at adults. In a riposte to those who wanted to find "new money" (CMF) or new ways to engage the commercial channels (Pact), Hyatt argued that there was no new money, and therefore "if we want a fund, it will be 'top-slicing," which was acceptable if the money was top-sliced from other parts of the BBC, and if existing children's provision at the BBC was protected. 67 On September 14, 2015, Hyatt orchestrated a public letter sent to the DCMS and the BBC, and published in Broadcast. Signed by 78 children's television producers, the letter called on the BBC to raise the proportion of its TV programming spend for children's content from 5.5 to 10 percent. 68 It called on the Government to establish a £55m contestable fund for children's content, but gave little insight as to where that funding might come from, apart from indicating that commercial broadcasters would have to match-fund. In an interview with Broadcast, Hyatt, repeated his stance that while the group did not support top-slicing other genres, "it could not be ruled out as a way of securing the future of children's programming." 69 The letter was not entirely clear about top-slicing, and some producers, both privately and publicly were unconvinced. 70 Alice Webb, BBC Children's Director vigorously rejected ringfencing and contestable funding, which was "tantamount to top-slicing the licence fee,'' and the CMF also distanced itself from top-slicing the licence fee. 71 Shortly after publication of the producers' letter, Hyatt appeared to soften his tone, "Our view is not that a contestable fund can only be formed by top-slicing the licence fee," adding, "Our objective is to open a debate with key stakeholders on the matter and explore all feasible means of creating more investment." 72 
Joint Initiatives
All four groups clearly had different views on what should happen next, because they had different objectives, related to the long term survival of UK production and access to public funding. If the lobby was to have any influence on government, there needed to be consensus on the issues, even if there was no unanimity on how these should be tackled.
Representatives of all four groups attended a meeting in London on January 13, 2016, convened by Pact. A joint statement was issued on 11 February 2016 signed by Animation UK, PACT and the CMF. VLV was involved in the meeting, but did not sign the statement because of concerns about ring-fencing, which it felt would have undermined the BBC's independence. 73 In a carefully phrased statement reported in Broadcast on February 12, 2016, the CMF, PACT and Animation UK called on the BBC to commit eight percent of its annual original content budget for network programming to children's content, falling no lower than £100m a year. 74 The press quotes were carefully phrased indicating a degree of compromise. John McVay, Chief Executive of PACT, highlighting lack of demand, pointed out that the statement "doesn't solve the issue of the lack of commercial PSB investment in children's programming" although a commitment by the BBC could "go some way to securing excellent content for British children." Anna Home, CMF Chair, was also guarded, stating that CMF supported the "proposed target as the minimum" to fulfill the BBC's role in the "provision of culturally and socially relevant content for children and young people." Oli Hyatt was more bullish and the only one to refer to ring-fencing directly as the "first step in slowing the erosion of UK PSB content for for Channel 4 to fulfill its remit for children aged over ten, an action which the Culture Secretary had suggested might be achievable. 75 In the letter CMF repeated its call for "an alternative new fund not created by top-slicing the licence fee," and a feasibility study to investigate other sources of funding.
The publication of the Government White Paper on May 12, 2016 went further than a feasibility study, with the announcement of a pilot public service content fund for public service genres in decline -including children's, arts, educational and religious programming, as well as underserved BAME (Black, Asian, Minority Ethnic) audiences and audiences in the nations and regions. £20m a year over three years, funded from leftover top-sliced funding from digital rollout and local television from the 2010 licence fee settlement, was less than campaigners had hoped. The DCMS had heeded warnings about top-slicing, but there is no certainty about what will happen after three years. As a policy marker the implications are significant, because the pilot looks like a Trojan horse for limiting the BBC's finances and independence in future. 76 The government was clear that the licence fee was not for the use of the BBC alone, with small amounts likely to be "made available to organisations other than the Reactions by all four stakeholders and the BBC to the government White Paper were expressed at an event on 31 May. 78 There was not enough money in a fund, which had to be shared (with arts, religion, BAME). There were concerns about how the White Paper proposals might affect the BBC's independence, and the emphasis on "distinctiveness," which Anna Home, CMF Chair, thought might be used against any new BBC Services. Alice Webb, Director of BBC Children's, regretted the removal of the Corporation's sixth purpose relating to emerging technologies, 79 fearing that it might affect "our ability to do things in the digital space," a concern 
Conclusions and Discussion
Findings reveal how industry arguments about the future of children's TV production drove the debate, rarely engaging with what children needed or wanted, because the policy dialogue was largely confined to a small circle of interested stakeholder interests -Government, the BBC, industry representatives, and civil society groups (CMF, VLV) who were wrangling over contestable funding. Beneath the surface there were radically different positions about how content should be funded. Among those with more radical opinions were individual producers who functioned as policy entrepreneurs (Animation UK), favoring a more disruptive approach to funding (but not the type of content funded), compared to established producer and advocacy representatives, who were more cautious and wary of damaging the BBC's overall position as the incumbent public service broadcaster, seeing negative impact on the children's sector in the long term. They were forced to react to more radical proposals on top-slicing and contestable funding to protect their own interests. An advocacy coalition emerged in response to the government's Green Paper, but this was not tantamount to each stakeholder group holding the same opinions. On contestable funding, top-slicing and ring-fencing there were four positions.
• Opposition to contestable funding, top-slicing and ring-fencing (VLV, BBC)
• Opposition to contestable funding and top-slicing, but support for ringfencing (PACT)
• Opposition to top-slicing, but support for an alternative contestable fund and for the industry, rather than any real sense of how public funding for public service content should benefit children in a media landscape where there are few public service options online. 83 
